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In tn April 1976 issue of the Querterly there appeared on essay entitled 
The Controversy over the Franchise in Puritan, Massachusetts, 1954 to 1974 " by 
8. Katherine Brown. In this essay Mrs Brown, surveySme the Literature on the subject 
over the last 20 years and advocates a point of view with which I ;have disagreed and 
with which I continue to disagree. I do not ;wish at this time to enter another debate 
Quite frankly I doubt that either of us would succeed in converting the dther and in 
the effort we would probably be quilty of boring the entire professions. Nevertheless 
Mrs Brown did comment of some of my work in usch a fashion that not to respond to her 
critique might leave the implication in many minds shat i had acquiesed to her evaluation @& 
of my work. On pages 22x 226-27 Mrs. Brown states. 


Let us liik carefully at his figures for two towns about which I have some 

knowledge. Wall concluded that Deham in 1647 had 107 adult men, of whom 64 >» or 

60% 60% , were freemen. But in 1645the town divided som land ' according to the mamber 
of persons and mens estates, and only 83 persons, including one woman, were named. J 
In 1648 a tax ' valuation ' of the housez in edham showed only 81 entries, including ‘ 
the names of 77 male householders, two of whom owned more than one structure; and the 
tax list for that year contained the mames of 88 men, some of whom were undoubtedly 
too young to vote. Wall's figure of 107 adult men means either that a sizeable 


number of men were avoiding the tax assessor or that Wall overestimated the adult 
male population of Yedham in 1647. " 


irs Brown continueds in a footnote at this point. ee It is possible that Wall relied 


too heavily upon vital statistics, which can ;be misleading, rather than on the more accurate 
tax records. 


After a similar critique for the Dedham statistics for 1666 Mrs Brown passes to 
statistics for another town. 


Wall's statistics for Cambridge in 1666 also seem high. He claims that the town 
had 198 adult men and 75 freemen, but a land division list for 1665 contained only 
134 names; and when we sort out the women, the estates, the college, and those with 
extra logs , onlyll9 men remain. Furthermore , a 1664 petition supporting the 
government, signed by 141 men, included 35 younger men who characterized themselves 
as single but of the samexorkmt ' mynd with out parents, masters, and the aged men 
snd householders, ' which means that about 106 adult males Signed the petition. 
It seems unlikely that a land division list would omit almost half of the town's 
adult mxkex men. Discrepancies of this type in the figures on the adult male 
population in these te towns cast a long shadow over the accuracy of all of 
Wall's statistics . If his figures on adult male population are too high, his 
percentages of freemanship are too low, and his entire thesis would then be in 
serious doubt. 
First of all - it should be pointed out that Mrs. Brown has used 24 as the age of adulthood 
and I have kused 21. This can account for some small discrepincies - but obviously not for 
the vast differeces she cites. 


1647 and who were not taxed in 1648 
1. Thomas Boyes ( or Bayes ) - 


2 


~ Don Gleason Hill, ed., Earl Records of the Town of Dedham ( 
Dedham, Mass., 1881 -1894 ), I, 3, It, 29, III, 3,k67,172, 175 


2. Joseph Clark - he is propably the Clark, 


in the Record. Dedham Town Records 
1 ay 4 Dat UCTS 


3. Edward Colver - Dedham Town Records I, 2,3, 126, II, 25,30, III,112,200. Sixth 
Report of the Records Commissioners of the City of Boston ( Roxbury 
Land and Church Records ) & Boston, 1581 ), 21,41, 46,118. 


. Thomas Eames Dedham Town Records, II, 26, III, 168,181. The Records of the fPown 
of Cambridge, 1630-1703 ( Cambridge, Mass. , 1901 ) 103. Hereafter 
cited as Cambridge Town Records. 


%.5. Cornelius Fisher, - Dedham Town Records,II, 30. 
6. dohn Frary Jr. -  Theee is no use trying to cite references for the John Frarys 


The records do not distinguish satisfactorily between father and 
son. We do know that the son was born in 1620 and that he came 
to Dedham with his father in 1637. That he became a freeman in 
1656. His father was taxed in 1648. In all probablity the 
son still lived with his father. But he was an adult male in Dedham 
in 1647. 
7. James Herring - Dedham Town ecords, 155% €PL. 3, 90,94,165. 
8. Robert Hinsdale - Dedham Town Records, III, 113. 
9. Joshua Kent - Dedham Town Records, III, 113. 
10. Thomas Leader ~ Dedham Town Records, III, 113. 
11. Samuel Mills - Dedham Town “ecords, III, 113. 


12. Joseph Morse - 


13. John Roper - Dedham Town Records, I, 3, II, 26, III, 109,168,176. He is mentione 
in the Ms. Records of the Town of Charlestown for the first time 
in 1649. i 


14, Benjamin Smith - Dedham Town “ecords, III, 113. 


15. Henry “ight - Dedham Town Records, II, 29. I, 5. His father Thomas paid the 
highest taxes in town in 1648, The 22 year old Henry was still 
living at home at that time. 


In addition to the above 15 there is good evidence for asserting that the following 
five men who are not on the tax list of 1648 were residents of the town in 1647. There 
names appear in the records before 1647 and after - but too long before 1647 to make a 
safe assumption of their presence in that year. In addition the nature of their first 

metion after 1647 - in that case of 4 Of them admission as townsmen in 1651 - is indicative 
of recent arrivalhavelbean push back the presene of 3 of the five to 1649 but no earlier. 

It mag therefore/wrong of me to include them on my list of resident adult males in 1647. The 
five are William Avery, James Draper , Joseph Ellice, Samuel Fisher, and John Rice. 


The following are Adult Males living in Cambriéidge in 1666 who failed to sign the Cambridge 
Petition of 1664. 
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A . 1666 
20. Stephen Day ~ Cumbairoe Ree. Pr: 98 Pls 
21. Daniel Farrabas « Qmmb. Cree. Rea, 'v¥ 
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22.8 Thomas Filleb@owa Paige SHH - Cam. Vital. STATS - vol. Tp 250 ~ Sm. Pan /ees 
23. @ Nathan Fisk - Wo Reeurd 3 hem: ow Qe . 
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_~ 
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When these 73 are added to the 141 male pettioners of 1664 - the total is 214 - if allowance 
is made for the few who fall into the disputed 21 - 24 age group - then it comes very close 
indeed to my 198 figure 


It was unfair of Mrs Brown to dismiss five years of research not just in vital statistics 
but in all the extant records - tax, kamd proprietors} church records.etc. I made a 

master list of every name which appeared in the records for a twenty year period on either 
side of the target date@1647 er 1666) Vital Statistics were used to help determine if 
there were two persons of the same name in the town. I checked my finished master lists 
against lists in the records which came close to the target dates. In Dedham the tax list 
of 1648 was carefully scrutinized. I noted the descrepancy between my figures and the 

tax list. I had to conclude that it was the tax list which was a faulty - not my master list 
The Cambreige petition of 1664 contains very few names of seesidents of Cambreige Farms 

( later Lexington ) or Cambredge Village ( Newton ) - Yet these were adult males - tegal 
residents of the town of Cambridge. Again I had to conclude that it was historians who 
were content to use ready made lists of residents from the records - and were not willing 
to do the research that I had done - checking all possible records - who were at fault. 

It is true that vital statist cs are faulty - when used alone. So are tax records. 


I believe that my estimates of adult male populations for the 29 towns of 1647 and for 

28 of the 29 in 1666 are as accurateas the records allow them to be. It is possible for 
men to have lived in a town o¥ER A forty year period and never hzve their names recorded in 
any of the towns records - In that case I would have missed them - but in any case my 
estimate would err in that it was too low - rather than being too high as Mrs Borwn asserts. 
It is also possible that I have erred in including a man in one town when in fact he had 
left that town the year before for another. Perhpas he was not in Dedham in 1647 but rather 
in Cambridge or Boston. In this case my estimate for Dedham would be too high by one and 
my estimate for Cambredge or Boston to@low by one - but quite frankly I am not sure that 
occurred very frequently and where it did occurr it was not of such a magnitude tas to cast 
doubt on my thesis that the franchise had declined dramatically from 1647 to 1666. 
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